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Now that the voting is over, I join the host of others who wonder how Pacific Union College could have won so many voters against Measure U.

So here are some observations:

1. I believe that a large number of Napa County voters seriously consider property rights arguments. The college tapped into that, but to win they had to persuade many more voters with other arguments.

2. Unfortunately, the college won those thousands of additional votes by two arguments, which I find troubling. One was its assertion that Pacific Union College has no plans to build subdivisions in Angwin.

Voters in Napa and American Canyon could not know that, in the recent past, Pacific Union College was ecstatic about surrounding the campus with 580 housing units.

More importantly, they could not know that the college’s board of trustees (as recently as May 7) reaffirmed a policy that could produce that kind of real estate speculation again.

I believe that the college still plans to sell 600 to 1,500 acres east of the airport for subdivision. And I know of three parcels of land immediately adjacent to its core campus that Pacific Union College plans to sell for development. PUC did not tell that truth to voters.

3. Pacific Union College’s other falsehood was its adamant declaration that Measure U was not about preservation of agricultural land.

The college said this knowing that the president of the college had to walk only a few feet from her office door to see a farm machine at work. The college even knew that its new master plan envisions a new and larger commercial center, which would extend onto that agricultural and open space land.

They said this even knowing that every acre of the two parcels that Measure U addressed has been ag land and open space in the past, or is being farmed today. PUC did not tell the truth in that argument either.

4. Pacific Union College reported that it would devote a chunk of money to its negative campaign — a mind-boggling $450,000, probably approved or contributed by corporation headquarters in Southern California.

That kind of money enabled Pacific Union College to buy television spots, newspaper advertising, and a series of slick mailings to every voter. Save Rural Angwin didn’t stand a chance against that PUC barrage.

5. As one who believes that newspaper coverage carries a lot of weight in a campaign, I make several other observations. The Napa Valley Register did a fine job reporting the news during the campaign.

I was dismayed with the decision of the Napa Valley Register Editorial Board to oppose Measure U, but I accept that its decision was based on debatable, though legitimate, positions — the property rights issue and the belief that the initiative goals should have been sought through the existing governing structure (the Napa County Board of Supervisors).

6. I was pleased, however, with the editorial judgment that Angwin is just not the place for urbanization, and that the infrastructure costs of significant development there would be paid by Napa County taxpayers.

That really is the ultimate argument that should govern Napa County decisions about this remote place.

7. Save Rural Angwin conducted a serious grassroots campaign promoting a good cause. Its volunteers worked to the full extent of their time, energy and resources to this cause.

They won the support of 20,000 voters from American Canyon to Calistoga, and they are immeasurably stronger to face the next assault by Pacific Union College.

Cronk lives in Napa.
